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Resources Subcommittee on Parks, Forests
and Lands Chairman JAMES HANSEN, legisla-
tion to authorize both the acquisition of Ster-
ling Forest and the Snow Basin land ex-
change.

The dense woodlands, undisturbed mead-
ows, majestic ridgetops, and clear water of
Sterling Forest comprise a resource area of in-
comparable value to the public. Located just
35 miles from New York City and within 1
hour’s drive for 1 in 10 Americans, these lands
host a broad array of unusual biological com-
munities and are home to scores of sensitive
wildlife species including the American bald
eagle. Sterling Forest also contains a major
portion of the Appalachian Trail, which tra-
verses the property’s northern reaches offering
remarkable scenic vistas and recreation op-
portunities.

Most importantly, this undisturbed, undevel-
oped acreage is a major portion of the water-
shed for the reservoirs that provide the house-
hold water to 25 percent of all residents in my
State. To maintain the high quality of these
waters and to safeguard this diversity of re-
sources, public acquisition of Sterling Forest
has been a widely recognized priority for many
years; and, in fact, some portions of the prop-
erty have already been acquired.

My interest in protecting the forest goes
back to my days as a Passaic County
Freeholder, where in 1993 I supported the
Passaic County acquisition of 2,076 acres of
Sterling Forest in West Milford and Ringwood,
NJ. The purchase followed a 5-year con-
demnation battle for the property.

The owners of the remainder of Sterling
Forest recently agreed to sell to the public the
vast majority of the property—including all of
the most critical watershed, natural, and recre-
ation lands. This agreement truly presents a
once-in-a-lifetime opportunity, but this oppor-
tunity will not last. Unless the more than
15,000 acres being offered can be purchased
within 2 years, the owners will proceed with
plans to build many thousands of homes and
millions of square feet of office and commer-
cial space on Sterling Forest, forever impairing
Sterling Forest’s natural resources and char-
acter, and putting at risk the quality of water
consumed by millions of New Jersey resi-
dents. And the price tag for the purchase—
$55 million—is formidable.

Fortunately, an innovative partnership strat-
egy has been developed to bring preservation
of Sterling Forest within reach. The States of
New Jersey and New York each have set
aside $10 million as their contributions toward
the purchase. Private philanthropy has pro-
vided another $7.5 million, and efforts are un-
derway to attract significantly more charitable
support for the acquisition. The linchpin in this
funding partnership, though, is the proposed
$17.5 million Federal share. Without this help
from the Federal Government, the acquisition
of Sterling Forest will not be possible.

The House Appropriations Committee has
recently responded to this need by affirming
the high national priority of Sterling Forest pro-
tection, and by recommending first-year fund-
ing in the amount of $9 million, or roughly half
of the total Federal contribution to this 2-year
project. it is important to note that Federal
funds will be matched more than 2 to 1 by
State and private dollars to complete the pur-
chase. There will be no long-term Federal ex-
pense once the purchase is completed, since
all management burdens will be assumed by

the Palisades Interstate Park Commission, a
State agency.

Furthermore, this legislation offers a unique
approach to the land protection opportunity for
Sterling Forest. In addition to the direct author-
ization of $17.5 million for the most environ-
mentally sensitive portion of the forest—ap-
proximately 90 percent of the tract—the bill
also includes a land swap option for the pur-
chase of the remaining 10 percent of the prop-
erty. I proposed such a land swap concept last
Fall in my attempt to break the logjam that
surrounded Sterling Forest legislation for sev-
eral years. The new bill would direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior top designate excess
Federal lands to be sold in order to raise
money beyond the $17.5 million to fund the
purchase of the additional 10 percent of the
land, if that purchase were to be undertaken.

I want to emphasize that we only have a
limited time to accomplish the task of protect-
ing this critical and environmentally sensitive
watershed. We are at a crucial juncture in our
efforts on behalf of the millions of people who
depend on Sterling Forest for clean and safe
drinking water and for the solitude that it pro-
vides to one of this Nation’s most densely
populated areas.

Let us also not forget that the efforts to pre-
serve Sterling Forest have been going on for
several years to no avail. Even when Wash-
ington had a Democratic Congress, as well as
a Democrat in the White House, the goal of
acquiring Sterling Forest was never achieved.
We now have a wonderful opportunity to meet
this goal and I invite and encourage each and
every Member of Congress to join us in this
cause.

Sterling Forest is clearly an invaluable prop-
erty, that will provide far-reaching public bene-
fits that greatly exceed its costs. I ask my col-
leagues to join me, other members of the New
Jersey and New York delegations, the Speak-
er, and the administration in supporting this ef-
fort.
f

THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE DEFORM
ACT OF 1996

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1996

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, one of the glaring
shortcomings of this Congress is the utter lack
of serious interest from the majority leadership
in reforming the broken campaign finance sys-
tem.

Unfortunately, from the very beginning, the
authors of this bill have clung to a series of
concepts denounced by Common Cause as
‘‘phony,’’ by Public Citizen as ‘‘fundamentally
wrong,’’ by business as ‘‘pandering,’’ by labor
as ‘‘a sellout’’ and which are, by any sensible
standard, perversely bizarre.

The bill before us today is campaign finance
deformed, not reformed.

It offers reelection protection to those with
the richest friends.

It expands the ability of political elites to
dominate elections with soft money.

And it drives a stake into the heart of grass-
roots activism by turning elections over to
those who would, under this bill, control assets
far beyond what they currently do.

That’s what we’re doing here today—voting
on a bill carefully and skillfully constructed by

those whose guiding principle is a desire to
pump more money in politics.

We should instead be imposing a tough new
cap on contributions from political action com-
mittees and wealthy contributors.

We should instead be eliminating the soft
money loopholes and making it less costly for
the airwaves to be used for political discourse.

We should instead be promoting greater
balance among candidates through a spend-
ing limit, especially in the absence of other
methods.

Should, and could—but we aren’t.
Instead, we’re engaged in a determined ex-

ercise to block legitimate campaign finance re-
form. If you believe it’s time to control spend-
ing, to reform soft money, and to reduce the
influence special interests exert over elections,
the best steps today along that path are to
support the Farr substitute, and to defeat the
campaign finance deformed bill offered by the
majority leadership.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE KANSAS CITY
METROPOLITAN LUTHERAN MIN-
ISTRY

HON. KAREN McCARTHY
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1996

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to salute Kansas City Metropolitan Lutheran
Ministry [MLM] as it celebrates its 25th anni-
versary aiding the low-income and disadvan-
taged citizens of Greater Kansas City.

Metropolitan Lutheran Ministry plays a criti-
cal role in Greater Kansas City. MLM annually
serves over 50,000 people in need, including
10,000 homeless people. These services instill
dignity and self-respect in individuals. MLM
brings strength to the community, helping citi-
zens find jobs, transportation, and places for
them to live. These selfless acts serve as a
beacon of compassion and a glimmer of hope
not only to those who benefit directly from
them, but to all who live and work in the met-
ropolitan area.

Annually the volunteers and staff bring holi-
day cheer to over 1,400 destitute families by
providing them with gifts and the food for a
holiday meal. In all, MLM will provide nearly
42,000 hours of volunteer service to those in
difficult circumstances in the coming year. The
Metropolitan Lutheran Ministry provides all of
these services with a dedicated staff of 31
highly trained individuals and over 1,500 vol-
unteers from the Greater Kansas City area.

MLM has set the standard for social service
in Kansas City. Metropolitan Lutheran Ministry
has helped to implement programs such as
Harvesters Food Bank, the Community Gar-
dens project, Project Warmth, as well as low
to moderate-income housing programs such
as Parvin Estates and Sheffield Place, which
provides housing to homeless women with
small children. These initiatives are at the core
of the social service backbone of Kansas City.

MLM continues to produce new and impor-
tant endeavors for the community. Most re-
cently, they embarked on a child abuse pre-
vention program to train and educate teach-
ers, counselors, and the clergy about how to
recognize abuse, how to intervene, and where
to go for help. Last year this program reached
out to 7,400 people and trained 500 people in
33 workshops.
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Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the Metropolitan

Lutheran Ministry on this, their 25th anniver-
sary and for their valiant efforts in the war on
poverty.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1996

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I ac-
companied the President of the United States
to Long Island to meet with the families of the
victims of the tragic TWA Flight 800. The en-
tire Nation has been paralyzed by this disas-
ter. My prayers and thoughts are with those
families and it is my hope that as a nation we
can begin to move beyond the hurt and anger.

Therefore, I was unavoidably detained from
being here to cast my vote on H.R. 3816, the
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act of 1997. Had I been here I would
have voted ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 357, ‘‘yes’’ on
rollcall No. 358, ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 359, and
‘‘yes’’ on rollcall No. 360.

Finally, on rollcall No. 361 I would have
voted ‘‘yes’’ and on rollcall No. 362 I would
have voted ‘‘no.’’
f

FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT
OF 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 23, 1996

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, can we fault
the legislative process in any way in bringing
forth this bill? I don’t think so.

Was a compromise reached? With much
give and take, yes.

Is this the very best policy for all parties
concerned? I am sure some have reservations
about that.

Do I still have reservations? Most definitely.
This is not same Food Quality Protection Act
that I originally cosponsored.

However, knowing full well that the jury is
still out, and will be for some time, on the suc-
cess of this major piece of legislation, we have
to first look at its evolution—years of debate
and struggle to reach the middle ground and
now, finally, almost overnight, the end is in
sight. Perhaps this suddenness after so long
of a time where nothing seemed possible has
made me a little overcautious. Perhaps in
hindsight too much was left on the table.
Every concerned party could make these ar-
guments today. You can about most any legis-
lation offered that finally becomes law, but can
you argue that the process was circumvented?
Not very easily.

There would be few to deny that passing
this legislation this year was a top priority. I
have always pushed for reform based on
sound science and will continue to do so. H.R.
1627 makes a move in that direction. Let us
take this opportunity to address these issues
in that light. I respect the process and the
need to move when the opportunity presents
itself, but I remind you that agriculture must be
diligent in striving for a good compromise. I

believe the most important thing to remember
with this legislation is to hold a belief—or if
you don’t have the belief, work on developing
one—that focuses on the future and instills
faith that common sense coupled with sci-
entific reason will always provide a reasonable
solution to such complex issues as this.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLIE NORWOOD
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 24, 1996

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 3814) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, and for other purposes:

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman. I rise to ex-
press my support for the gentleman from
Iowa’s amendment. This amendment would
prevent the U.S. Patent Office from issuing
patents to health care providers for medical
procedures they create.

The fact that I must speak on such an issue
greatly disturbs me. As a health care provider,
I have always understood that my job was to
help patients. It is not to make myself rich. It
is not to make myself famous. My job is to im-
prove the health and well-being of those peo-
ple who place their trust in my hands.

When I became a dentist, I vowed to act in
my patients’ best interest. It is the moral and
ethical duty of every health care provider to be
a patient advocate. Patenting medical proce-
dures, which essentially forces other health
providers to compensate the original provider
for their procedure, is a twisted way to prac-
tice medicine. Congress has a moral duty to
ensure that we do not allow the Federal Gov-
ernment to place its stamp of approval on this
essentially selfish act.

In addition to the ethical implications of
medical procedure patents, there is also the
matter of increased costs. Unlike the Clinton
administration, which took its one shot at im-
proving the health care of Americans by na-
tionalizing the health care system, this Con-
gress has made significant and substantive ef-
forts to make health care more accessible and
more affordable. Allowing health providers to
patent procedures they develop to help their
patients will not only create perverse incen-
tives in the health care market, it will also
drive up the cost of health care. If we do not
pass this amendment, we will be condemning
patients and their employers to escalating
health care costs. We may also be forcing
providers into using less advanced procedures
because they want to avoid the additional
costs of using the patented procedure.

The health provider community must not
allow itself to succumb to those corrupt forces
that have overtaken the health payer industry.
Once the provider turns his back on the pa-
tient, there will be no one to ensure that the
patients interests are protected. The health
provider community must never forget the
great privilege it has to improve their patient’s
physical condition.

The United States cannot afford to be on
the trailing edge of this issue. already, over 80
countries ban medical procedure patents.
These countries include Britain, France, and
Israel, as well as countries like South Africa,
Colombia, and Saudi Arabia. For the sake of
patients in this country, this Congress must
take a stand and protect patients from oppor-
tunistic health providers and rising health care
costs.

I urge my colleagues to support the Ganske
amendment.
f

NATIONAL KOREAN WAR
VETERANS ARMISTICE DAY

HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, July 26, 1996

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to re-
member the 43d anniversary of the end of the
Korean war.

This war, often referred to as the forgotten
war, played an important role in modern world
history. Its impact on the course of the cold
war cannot be understated. The United States
response to the North Korean invasion of
South Korea demonstrated that the United
States would not idly stand by and allow Com-
munist countries to invade their neighbors.
Our response indicated that even after the
carnage of World War II, Americans were still
willing to make heavy sacrifices to defend
freedom and fight Communist dictatorships
around the globe.

Following its liberation from the Japanese in
1945 at the end of World War II, Korea was
divided into two temporary zones of occupa-
tion, controlled by the United States and the
Soviet Union, pending the establishment of a
legitimate Korean national government. Sub-
sequently, the Soviets refused to relinquish
political control over North Korea. U.N.-sanc-
tioned elections were held in the south on May
10, 1948, but the Soviet Union established a
puppet regime in the north which boycotted
the elections. The following year, the United
States forces completed their withdrawal from
South Korea. The United Nations attempted to
mediate the disagreement between the North
Korean regime—the People’s Democratic Re-
public of Korea—and the Republic of Korea
[ROK] in the south, but tensions remained
high as both governments insisted on reunifi-
cation under their exclusive control.

On June 25, 1950, North Korean forces
equipped with Soviet-made weapons invaded
South Korea with the intent of reunifying the
country by force. The United States and the
free world responded to this aggression rap-
idly. On June 27, the U.N. Security Council
passed a resolution calling upon its member
states to help the Republic of Korea repel the
North Korean invasion. The same day, Presi-
dent Truman ordered U.S. forces into action
on the side of the South Koreans.

The North Korean Army met with initial suc-
cess. They shattered the South Korean Army,
captured the South Korean capital, Seoul, and
swept south to occupy almost the entire Ko-
rean peninsula. The first United States ground
troops to go into combat were badly out-
numbered and inadequately supported—and
they suffered heavy losses—but the United
States and ROK forces eventually established
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